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Another statute related to the Hobbs Act, enacted in 1984, makes it a federal offense to commit violent crimes in aid of 


racketeering activity. | Specifically, this statute provides that whoever, as consideration for the receipt of, or as consideration 
for a promise or agreement to pay, anything of pecuniary value from an enterprise engaged in racketeering activity, or for the 
purpose of gaining entrance to or maintaining or increasing position in an enterprise engaged in racketeering activity, murders, 
kidnaps, maims, assaults with a dangerous weapon, commits assault resulting in serious bodily injury upon, or threatens to 
commit a crime of violence against any individual in violation of the laws of any State or the United States, or attempts or 


conspires so to do, may be punished by a fine, or imprisonment, or both. 


CUMULATIVE SUPPLEMENT 
Cases: 


Defendant's personal motive for committing act of violence does not preclude his conviction under statute prohibiting violent 
crimes in aid of racketeering as long as he likewise was motivated by desire to increase or maintain his position in Racketeer 
Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act (RICO) enterprise. 18 U.S.C.A. §§ 1959(a), 1961(4). United States v. White, 7 F.4th 
90 (2d Cir. 2021). 


Violent Crimes in Aid of Racketeering (VICAR) does not extend to any violent behavior by a gang member under the 


presumption that such individuals are always motivated, at least in part, by their desire to maintain their status within the 
gang; otherwise, in gang cases, the purpose element of the offense, 1.e., a purpose of maintaining the defendant's position in 
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an enterprise engaged in racketeering activity, would be nearly a tautology. 18 U.S.C.A. § 1959(a)(5). U.S. v. Hackett, 762 


F.3d 493 (6th Cir. 2014). 


District court correctly entered judgment against defendants as to their violations of the violent crimes in aid of racketeering 


activity statute; jury instructions accurately required a finding that a substantial purpose of the assault was gang affiliation, 


and ample evidence supported jury's findings that gang affiliation motivated the relevant conduct of defendants and that at the 


request of an influential gang member, who feared a threat to his status in the gang, defendants assaulted and killed another 
gang member. 18 U.S.C.A. § 1959. United States v. Sanchez, 850 Fed. Appx. 472 (9th Cir. 2021). 


[END OF SUPPLEMENT] 
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18 U.S.C.A. § 1959. 

18 U.S.C.A. § 1959(a). 

Evidence that a defendant committed crimes at least in part for the purpose of gaining entrance to or 
maintaining or increasing his position in a racketeering enterprise was sufficient to support a conviction of 
assault and conspiracy in aid of racketeering; in addition to the defendant's claim that he was motivated by a 
desire for revenge against the victim, the evidence established that the crimes could not have been committed 
without authorization from the organization's leadership, that the senior member of the organization and the 
defendant's direct superior was angry at the victim, and that the defendant was in communication with this 
superior around the time of the shooting. U.S. v. DeMartino, 154 Fed. Appx. 220 (2d Cir. 2005). 

A rational juror could not find that a defendant participated in the shootings of two men associated with an 
organized crime family to maintain or increase the defendant's position with the crime family, precluding his 
conviction for murder in aid of racketeering, given the absence of support for the theory that the defendant's 
purported goal of switching from one "crew" to another within the family would maintain or advance his 
position, lack of evidence that killing the victims would have resulted in the defendant being able to switch 
crews, and significant evidence that the shooting actually decreased the defendant's standing in the family 
and prompted conversations about killing him because he organized the shootings without proper family 
authorization. U.S. v. Bruno, 383 F.3d 65 (2d Cir. 2004). 
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